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It was.alleged to be misbranded in that the labeling bore the statement that
it had been sterilized after packaging, which statement was false and mislead-
ing as applied to an artlcle that was not sterile. ' : ’

On December 18, 1939, claim and answer having been withdrawn by the
intervenor, Judgment of condemnation was entered and the product was ordered
destroyed. : :

122. Adulteration and misbranding of surgical dressings. U. 8. v. 12 Dozen
Oartons of Gauze Bandages and 70 Pac es of Surgical Gauze, Decrees
" of condemnation and destruction. (F, D. C. Nos. 549, 755. Sample Nos.

. 80800-D, 57961-D.) :

This product had been shipped In Interstate commerce and was in an inter-
state status when examined; at that time it was found to be contaminated with
viable micro-organisms. ]

.On September 8 and October 17, 1989, the United States attorneys for the
District of Colorado and the Southern District of California filed libels against
12 dozen cartons of gauze bandages at Denver, Colo., and 70 packages of surgical
gauze at Los Angeles, Calif., consigned by the American White Cross Labora-
tories, alleging that the article had been shipped on or about March 9 and May 1,
1939, from New Rochelle, N. Y.} and charging that it was adulterated and mis-
branded. It was labeled in part: “Hospital Bandage” or “Sterilized White Cross
Surgical Gauze.” . :

It was alleged in the libel that the article was adulterated in that its purity
and quality fell below that which 1t purported or was represented to possess.

The hospital bandage was alleged to be misbranded in that its labeling bore
representations that it had been sterilized after packaging, that it was a suit-
able hospital bandage, that it had been prepared under the most sanitary and
scientific conditions, and that absolute satisfaction was guaranteed; and the
design of a surgeon and a nurse, which representations and design were false
and misleading when applied to an article that was not sterile and therefore
was not suitable for hospital use or use by surgeons and nurses, and which
had not been prepared under the most scientific conditions. The surgical gauze
was alleged to be misbranded in that its labeling bore the representation that
it was surgical gauze, which representation was false and misleading when
applied to an article that was not sterlle and was not suitable for use in clinics.

On September 19 and November 9, 1939, no claim having been entered for
the product, judgments of condemnation were entered and it was ordered
destroyed.

123. Misbranding of Nelson’s First Aid Treated Strips. U. 8. v. 8514 Gross of
Nelson’s g‘lrst Ald Treated Strips. Default decree of condemnation and
destruction. (¥. D, O. No. 11468, Bample No. 68576-D.)

This product had been shipped in interstate commerce and was in an inter-
state status when examined; and at that tlme it was found to be contaminated
with viable micro-organisms. It was labeled to indicate that it contained an
appreciable amount of boric acid, but it contained only a trace of boric acid.

On December 7, 1939, the United States attorney for the Southern District
of New York flled a libel against 8514 gross packages of the above-named product
at New York, N. Y., alleging that the article had been shipped on or about
October 10 and 27, 1939, by the Gero Products, Inc., from South Boston, Mass.;
and charging that it was misbranded.

It was alleged to be misbranded in that representations in the labeling that
it should be applied to the wound as a first ald for minor cuts, wounds, and
abrasions and that it was borated, were false and misleading when applied to
an article which was not sterile and which contained an insignificant amount
of borile acid.

On February 1, 1940, no claimant having appeared, judgment of condemnation
was entered and the product was ordered destroyed.

124. Misbranding of gaure bandage. U. 8. v. 80 Cartons of Gauze Bandage.
Default deécree of condemnation and destruction. (F. D, €. No. 1163,
Sample No. 82598-D.)

This product had been shipped in Interstate commerce and was in Interstate
commerce when examined; at that time it was found to be contaminated with
viable micro-organisms.

On December 9, 1939, the United States attorney for the Western District of
North Carolina filed a libel against B0 cartons of gauze bandage at Charlotte,
N. O, alleging that the article had been shipped in interstate commeree on or about



56 FOOD, DRUG, AND COSMETIC AQT [DLD.N.J.

September 27, 1939, by the Supreme First Ald Co., Inc., from New York, N. Y.}
and charging that it was misbranded.

It was alleged to be misbranded in that representations in the labeling that
it be used as a first aid dressing for household, office, and factory use, and that
it be kept constantly on hand for emergencies, were false and misleading when
applied to an article which was not sterile but was contaminated with viable
micro-organisms and therefore was not suitable as a first ald dressing for
emergencies. ' T ’

On January 19, 1940, no claimant having appeared, judgment of condemnation
was entered and the product was ordered destroyed.

125, Misbranding of gauze bandage. U, S. v. 1 Gross Packages of Gauze Band-
ages, Default decree of condemnation and destruetion. (F. D. O. No.
274, Sample No. 51887-D.)

This product had been shipped in interstate commerce. At the time of
examination and while In interstate commerce, it was found to be contaminated
with viable micro-organisms,

On July 7, 1939, the United States attorney for the Middle District of Pennsyl-
vania filed a libel (amended July 13, 1939) against 1 gross packages of gauze
bandage at Wilkes-Barre, Pa., alleging that the article had been shipped on or
about May 9, 1938, by the Mills Sales Co. from New York, N, Y.; and charging
that it was misbranded. It was labeled in part: “Physicians and Surgeons
Gauze Bandage First Aid Products Corp.”

It was alleged to be misbranded in that representations in the labeling that
it was appropriate for use by physiclans and surgeons and was appropriate
for use as a first aid, were false and misleading when applied to an article
that was not sterile,

. On August 25, 1939, no claimant having appeared, Judgment of condemnation
was entered and the product was ordered destroyed.

126, Adulteration and misbranding of sutures. U, S. v. 4 Boxes and 5 Pack-~
. ages of Plain l;yoktanln Catgut. Default decrees of condemnation and
ggggrzl_llc)tgon. (F. D. C. Nos. 525, 1021. Sample Nos. 55052-D, b55053-D,

This product had been shipped in Interstate commerce and was in an inter-
state status when examined; at that time it was found to be contaminated with
viable micro-organisms. ' :

On September 8 and November 18, 1939, the United States attorneys for the
Northern District of Illinois and the Eastern District of Wisconsin filed libels
against four boxes of plain pyoktanin catgut at Chicago, 111, and 5 packages
of the same product at Milwaukee, Wis., alleging that the article had been
shipped on or about March 15, 1937, and November 10 and December 14, 1988,
by the Laboratory of the Ramsey County Medical Soeciety from St. Paul, Minn. §
and charging that it was adulterated and misbranded.

Adulteration was alleged in that the purity of the article fell below that which
it purported or was represented to possess In that its labeling conveyed the
impression that it was sterile; whereas it was not sterlle, but was
contaminated.

- It was alleged to be misbranded In that the labeling bore representations

that it was plain pyoktanin catgut and contained directions that the envelopes
be torn and the contents dropped into a sterile solution and 30aked before
application to make it pliable to prevent breaking at the knot, which were false
and misleading since they created the Impression that the article was sterile
catgut suitable for surgical use; whereas it was not sterile catgut suitable for
surgical use. .

On November 8, 1939, and January 29, 1940, no claimant having appeared,
judgments of condemnation were entered and the product was ordeved destroyed.

PROPHYLACTICS

Nos. 127 to 140 of this publication report the seizure and disposition of pro-
phylactics samples of which were found to be defective because of the presence
of holes. '
127, Adulteration and misbranding of prophylacties. U. 8. v. 87 Gross and 83

Gross of Prephylactics. Default decrees of condemnation and destruc-
tion. (F. D. C. Nos, 1014, 1029. Sample Nos. 75446-D, 84149-D.) :

Or November 18 and 21, 1939, the United States attorneys for the Western
District of Tennessee and the Northern District of Ohio filed libels against 87
gross of prophylactics at Memphis, Tenn., and 83 gross of prophylactics at Akron,
Ohlo, alleging that the article had been shipped in interstate commerce on or



